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By тик Созміявюм : Сомзпвятохев Hooxs aBsex7, 

1 The Commission released а Notice of Proposed, Rule, Making 
(FOC Gr O34) in the above captioned matter on May 26,1067, тінен 
was published in the Federal Register on June 1, 1967, (32 FR 7017). 
Interested parties were invited to file comments’ on oF before July 3, 
1967, and reply comments on or before July 13, 1967. 

2, "That Notice proposed specific amendments to section 1.350 of the 
rules to reflect Commission policy and созе law applic j- 
fasting station call sign антите matters, and to resolve related 
problems which had arisen since the adoption of the section in 1964, 
Seven comments were received. Storer Broadcasting Company sup- 
ports codification of existing policy requirements thot call signs be itt 

taste and not confusingly similar to others in the aren; that only 
SW” call signs be assigned east of the Mississippi River and only “K” 
call signs west of the river; and that са] signs be awarded on а ñrat- 
come-first-served basis. However, Storer questions whether the public 
interest. would benefit from в proscription of what was depicted in the 
Notice as “trafficking” in call signs; ie., the m 
availability of eall signs which are in the process of relinquishment 
or deletion, and in support of its position, points (о the hypothetical 
circumstance where the relinquished call sign has no signifieance to 
the relinquishing licensee or permittee butt does to the licensee or per- 
mittes seeking to acquire it. Finally, Storer asks that provision be 
nade to transfer а call sign from one station to another station, pos- 
sibly newly acquired, under the same ownership. In particular, Storer 
requests that existing three-letter call signs should be conformable to 
бег stations owned, oc bei aired by, the same licensee, 

3, The latter point was also у King Brosdeasting Com- 
pany. King, then end now the licensee of stations KGW and KGW- 
ТУ, Portland, Oregon, among others, which has since acquired sta; 
tion KGW-FM, Portland, urged the Commission to make clear in the 
rules that licensees of stations having three-letter сай signs will be 
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able toad appropriate suñizes upon the aequisition of stations in the 
same cities in dierent services, Ring does not address any other part 
of the Notice. These comments were filed on July 3, 1967 ; the call si, 
KGW-FM was assigned to the same licensee on December 5, 1967. 
this connection, it was never intended that » three-letter basic cell 
sign would per se bar the assignment of а conforming call sign to a 
commonly owned station in the same or adjoining community. 

4. Columbia Broadcasting System. Inc., supports the Commission's 
proposal to amend section 1.550 but, like Storer, does so on the reruinp- 
Гоп that a licensee or permittee sacking (о transfer & call sign from 
опе to another of its broadcasting ies would not be deemed, by 
virtue of such transfer, to be relinquishing, within the meaning of pro- 
posed paragraph (h), the call sign so аз to call into play the public 
notice procedure. 

3. The Tribune Company, licensee of stations WFLA, WFLA-FM 
and WFLA-TY, Tamps, Florida, зарроти the proposed amendment 
to section 1.550, except for « claimed lack of precision with respect to 
proposed pazngraph (i), Le, that to be eligible for conforming call 
Signs (eg, WFLA, WFLA FM and WFLA-TV), stations must meet 
certain criteria, including their being licensed, to е біле oF adjoin- 
ing communities.” Tribune would substitute therefor: “the same com. 
munity or to the same urbanized ares мл defined by the U.S. Census” 
Tn w similar manner, the comments of Southern Broadcasting Com- 
pany addressed only the question of eligibility for conforming call 

ans. With respect to the requirement that conformed stations be ns- 

igned to the “same or adjoining”, Southern would either ndd “or 
communities in close proximity to one another” or would substitute the 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Ares (SMSA) concept. 

6. The comments of Odessa Broadcasting Company, by ita attorn 
were directed to а different aspect of eligibility for conforming eal 
signs. In place of our proposal to determine “common control” on the 
basis of 60 percent or greater common ownership, Odessa would substi 
tuta “common operational control” and would make common manage- 
ment the prima facie standard of eligibility. 

7, The Inw firm of Midlen and Harrison (now Midlen and Reddy) 
термеге general support of the ls contained in the Notice, bat 
states the belief that the rules should provide for the receipt and evalu- 
ation of information from competing applicants for the same call sign 
covering matters other than length of service. Further, they indicate 
their having received numerous requests from clients desiring cal 
signa incorporating the initials of former Presidente of the United 
States, and urge the inelusion of the Commision polioy on this таша 
in tho rules. That policy is that an otherwise available call sign whow 
Jast three letters form the initials in their usun] sequence of the Presi- 
dent of the United States, or of а living former President, is unsvail- 
able without suitable clearance for assignment to a standard, FM or 
ТУ broadcasting station licensed or suthorized for construction by the 
Commission. Finally, they allude to the recurring problem of how soon 
в deleted cal? sign may be reassigned in the same community without 
creating undue public confusion. 
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8. The suggestion by Storer and CBS that multiple owners and net- 
work organizations be permitted to transfer cal! signs from one broad- 
cast property to another without regard to the procedural provisions 
of section 1.550 (paragraphs 2 and 4, supra), must be rejected. Apart 
from affording preferential trestment to such izations vis-a~ via 
the independent stationa with which they compete, we see no way of 
алалар phenetio dissimilarity among call signs in the same market 

ithout subjecting all call sign requests, cluding intra-corporate cal 
Sign transfera to ‘the mmg mad Í тана Menos, under the formula 

in tion 1.5: for among competi juests 
Por the same relinquished or deleted call sign, the pliant wich the 
oo. , longest continuous record of tion under substantially un- 
фм ‘ownership and control” would prevail over other applicants, 
‘Since multiple owners and network organizations tend to meet this 
Jength of service test by virtue of their seniority in the industry, their 
concern in this regard appears to be without foundation. 

9. We also decline to relax existing requirements for the issuance 
of conforming call signs; i.e., thet qualifying stations be under com- 
mon contro (evidenced by 50 percent common ownership) and be a 
тей to the same or adjoining communities. The treatment of 50 

mnt or greater common ownership as a prima facie showing of oom- 
Боп control accords we think, with accepted norma of determinin 
torporate control and avoids the moras of de facto contro} determine 
{lots outside the context of formal applications for consent to assign: 
ment or transfer of control. Further relaxation in this regard, ав urged 
by дана (paragraph б mpra), would be unworkable from an ad- 
istrative standpoint and must therefore be rejected. By the same 
token, the substitution of urbanized arene, SMSA s, or like standards 
Tor the present requirement that conforming calls be used in the “same 
or adjoining communities”. cannot be justified either in practical terms 
or ın the public interest. This requirement derives from public notices 
adopted іп 1049 and 1965 (ЕСС 49-94 and FCC 65-282), and wns Inet, 
considered in Eastern Oklahoma Television Company, 28 FCC 2d 81 
(191). In Eastern, we reaffirmed our view that the issuance of com- 
mon call signa to broadcasting stations in different services, unless 
‘under common control and sasigned to the same ос adjoining commun\- 
ties, unnecessarily confuses the listening and viewing public as to sta- 
tion location. This would be Particularly true in FM simulcast 
operation where, by reason of identical programming, the identifica 
tion of each station with the commanity of license would be even fur- 
ther diluted. Finally, it is reasonable to assume that the use of con- 
formed call signs by stations in non-adjoining communities would 
work an unwarranted and unnecessary competitive disadvantage on 
independent stations in the same general area. The changes pr а 
Филе and Southern in this regard (paragraph 5, supra) are 
s rejected. т, 

10. Midlen (paragraph 7, зр) cites recurring problems іп call 
sign assignment practices which 2 been taken mee. аен іп draft- 
ing the rules adopted herein. Perhaps the most troublesome іе fixing 
limits on our policy of indefinitely withholding the reassignment 
relinquished or deleted call signe in the same community, except to the 
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samê station or its suceessor-in-interest. Shepard Broodoasting Com- 
pany, 16 FOC 2d 718 (1960) ; Great Lakes Brondeosting Corporation. 
$8 FCC 2d 705 (1970). This policy is premised on the belief thet the 
early reassignment of a relinquished or deleted cal} sign in the same 
community tends to create the erroneous impression among listeners 
and viewers that the same principals are involved in the new operation, 
Clearly, the longer reassignment of the call is withheld, the less like- 
lihood there will be of identification, in the minds of the public, with 
the former licensee, We conclude that a six-month interval should be 
suficient to dissipate this type of confusion, and have written the rule 
accordingly section 1,9611). Mid/en’s propose! to consider factors 
other than applicants’ length of service as п means. for choosing from 
among competing requests for the same relinquished or deleted call 
sign must, however, be rejected оп the ground that it wonld needlessly 
compel us to mako value judgment in an ares whero public interest 
considerations are minimal, isq eri papapa Os, 

IL, No unfavorable comment was received regarding mb. 
sections 1.550 (e), (f), (g), (j) and (k). These dealt, in Larn, with 
the availability of "W verma “K” enll signs; the unavailability of 
hew three-letter call signs; the standards for judging claims of pho 
netic and rhythmic similarity; simplified procedures where the only 

‘edification is the addition or deletion of “-FM” or “T V" sulfixes 
the call sign assignment; and the мге to be followed if no call 
sign request for а new station is filed in compliance with the rules, At- 
cordingly, these provisions are being incorporated into the rules. Lan- 
rung has been added to roposed subsection 1.580(f) to make clear 
hat Commision policy allows the amignment of а conforming avail- 
ble three-letter call sign (plus FM and TV, if appropriata) toa nowly 
acquired station under common control and assigned to the samo or an 
adjoining community. This accords with the commenta of Storer, and 
King (parsgrapha and 3, supra). 

1%, We have already touched on the problem of “trafficking” in сай 
signs in the limited context of call sign reassignmenta within the sene 
organization paragraph 8, supre. The basic “tragicking” problem 
lies eleawhere, however, and arisen as a by-product of the "first-come. 
first-served” principle under which our receipt of a written, non- 
defective application for an available call sign blocks the acceptance 
of competing requests therefor until the first-received request is proe- 
eased to completion, Specifically, the party relinquishing а call sim 
And the party wishing to acquire it can, by pre-arrangement, control is 
“availability” date by appropriate timing of their respective requests 
for an effective date for the new сай sad for reassignment of the Te 
linquished cal. Not infrequent, these requesta are made by the same 
attorney, acting on behalf of both. We continue to view this practice 

i а legitimate interest in the 


that 
in that there now appears to be “trafficking” in four-letter signs (ос 
four-letter combinations commencing with <W” or “K” assigned 
the Department of Transportation as signal letters to vassals) L=] 
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for we by Ticenoees in the Maritime Mobil Service and to stationa 
‘tated by the United States Goverament. Various government agen- 
“Pa have expressed their concern over these practices because of the 
sis gption caused to the registration of affected stations We find that 
dis blie interest requires that these abuses be curbed by giving pub- 
the Price of relinquished and deleted call signs sought by broadcasters, 
Hereby afording all interested parties an opportunity to compete 
therefor on the basis of longest continuous record of operation under 
ipsantially unchanged ownership and control. Pn this regard, section 
жібі) isadopted herein essentinlly as 

ee (Policies dealing with miscellaneous aspects of call sign assign- 
mut bave also been incorporated into the rules. These concern effec- 
Ten dates of call sign changes; non-licensed, low-power devices operat- 
tive Sader Part 15 of the rules; and the policy against reservation of 
ff signs Finally. we note that applicants frequently proceed on the 
ceh meus assumption that if a four-letter call sign is not anaigned to 
лівою сарае broadcasting station, it ie automatically avail- 
‘fe for assignment. Many four-letter call signs are assigned to vessels 
documentation and to other nonbrosdeasting radio stations, and в 
артары has been added to indicate their non. ty section 

m) 
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ish to call attention to various petitions for rule making, 

fled after proceedings in Docket No. 17477 were initiated, involving 
{le ausignment and use of eall signs in the broadcasting services: Lin- 
кіп Broadcasting Company, t al. (RM 51) ; Straun Broadcasting 
Group (ЕМ-1891); and Suffolk Broadcasting Corporation (RM- 
$138). Lincoln and Sufolk would prohibit the assignment of common 
ll signs to commonly owned АМ and FM stations, alleging tbat ex- 
‘ring practices have an unfeir competitive impact on independent FM 
sations; Straus ргоровев minor changes in current station identifica- 
tion requirements, Since these Is are outside the scope of mat- 
{ers considered in this proceeding, they will be separately considered at 
another time. Та addition, we are coorecned with the spiraling work- 
load generated by seemingly frivolous requeste for call sign changes; 
(ee ce of Ohiet Engineer and the Re-regulation Taal Foree will 
nddreaa this problem, along with the need for any on-air call sign 
identification, in the near future. + 

15. Authority for the adoption of this Report and Order is соп- 
tained in sections €{i), 303(0), 303(p), 308(r) and 305 (с) of the Com- 
munications Act of 1934, вя ‘Those rules and rule revisions 
adopted herein for which prior notice was not given reflect policies 
and practices generally accepted in the industry and are therefore not 
viewed ая controversial. Ur ‘these circumstances, we find that fur- 
ther notice of proposed rule making under the Administrative Proce 
dure Act (5 U.S.C. 553) would serre no useful purpose. 

16. Accordingly, IT 18 ORDERED, That effective August 6, 1973, 
section 1.550 of the rules IS AMENDED ве set forth in the Appendix. 

17. ІТ 18 FURTHER ORDERED, That proceedings ia Docket 
‘No. 17477 ARE HEREBY TERMINATED. 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION, 
Bex F. Warr, Secretary. 
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